AGENDA ITEM # 1
Submitted for Approval: June 11, 2003

CITY OF MORGAN HILL
JOINT REGULAR REDEVELOPMENT
AND SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MINUTES - MAY 28, 2003

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson/Mayor Kennedy called the special meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.

ROLL CALL ATTENDANCE
Present: Agency/Council Members Carr, Chang, Sellers and Chairperson/Mayor Kennedy
Absent: Agency/Council Member Tate

DECLARATION OF POSTING OF AGENDA

Agency Secretary/City Clerk Torrez certified that the meeting’s agenda was duly noticed and posted in
accordance with Government Code 54954.2.

SILENT INVOCATION

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chairperson/Mayor Kennedy extended an invitation to Lew Aebersold, past president of the Kiwanis
Club, to lead the Pledge of Allegiance.

RECOGNITION

Recreation and Community Services Spier presented a 3 minute video of the Art Ala Cart event.

Therese Lugger indicated that the Fourth Annual Art Ala Cart “Magic of the Arts” event was fabulous,
estimating 1,200+ in attendance. This year’s efforts were combined with the Morgan Hill Police
Department’s Children’s Fair. She indicated that the First 5 Program Santa Clara was a major sponsor of
this event.

Mayor Kennedy presented Certificates of Recognition to Morgan Hill Kiwanis Club, Morgan Hill
Rotary/Dr. Cohen, Children’s Garden, First 5, Media Arts, and the Morgan Hill Historical Society for
their efforts/sponsorships.

Ms. Lugger indicated that there were many other sponsors of the day, including Rocky Garcia and many
other community volunteers.

COUNCIL REPORTS

Mayor Pro Tempore Chang reported that the lease agreement between the architect and the San Jose
Diocese, on behalf of the Day Workers’ project, has been signed. It was her hope that within a few
months, the community will see the opening of the Day Worker Center.
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City Manager Tewes reported that the City’s drinking water supply meets or exceeds all State and
federal standards. He stated that at the Council’s direction, staff has been monitoring all City wells for
the contaminate perchlorate which has been found in some wells in South County attributable to the Olin
Corporation’s operation. This month, no wells showed detectible levels of perchlorate. Therefore, there
is non-detect perchlorate in all of the City’s wells. Just before the holiday, the Council requested that
staff look into the possibility of participating in experiments regarding vegetables. Staff has recently
learned about the importance of a controlled experiment and of potential interest of relevant and
responsible agencies for this testing and that staff will be following up on this.

COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

None.

PULIC COMMENT

Chairman/Mayor Kennedy opened the floor to public comment for items not appearing on the agenda.

Cindy Gobin requested an update on the status of her request for a community test garden at Live Oak
High School.

Executive Director/City Manager Tewes indicated that staff has not had the opportunity to check with
the School District about a possible test garden.

Mayor/Chairman Kennedy stated that the City needs time to perform an assessment to identify what it
will take to conduct a test garden.

Ms. Gobin indicated that Live Oak High School has a garden planted and that it was her understanding
that most elementary schools have planted gardens. She felt that the City would be losing a window of
opportunity to perform a test garden as it takes time for vegetables to grow to maturity so that they can
be tested. She found that the County already tests for residual pesticides on vegetables. If was her
understanding that the same process can be used to test for perchlorate. She felt that the longer it takes
for anyone to do something about testing perchlorate time will run out. She indicated that she recently
read in a news article that stated that produce in Southern California was being tested for perchlorate. It
was found that Southern California’s vegetables planted with city tap water had 2-3 times the amount of
perchlorate concentrate in them.

Chairman/Mayor Kennedy requested that Ms. Gobin provide him with a copy of the information she
was referring to. He indicated that Council members met with the Department of Health Services when
they were in Sacramento. Discussed were studies performed on the concentration of perchlorate in

vegetables. He indicated that it was not an easy process to perform correctly.

No further comments were offered.

Redevelopment Agency Action
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CONSENT CALENDAR:
Action: On a motion by Agency/Council Member Sellers and seconded by Agency/Council

Member Carr, the Agency/Council, on a 4-0 vote with Agency/Council Member Tate
absent, Approved Consent Calendar Item 1, as follows:

1. APRIL 2003 FINANCE AND INVESTMENT REPORT
Action: Accepted and Filed Report.

City Council Action

CONSENT CALENDAR:

Mayor Kennedy indicated that the general concept of the response letter to the Grand Jury associated
with Consent Calendar item 4 is fine, but that there are minor grammatical changes that the would like
to make to the letter. These changes would keep the body of the letter the same. He recommended
approval of the letter this evening, subject to minor grammatical changes being incorporated.

Action: On a motion by Council Member Sellers and seconded by Council Member Carr, the City
Council, on a 4-0 vote with Council Member Tate absent, Approved Consent Calendar
Items 2-4, as follows:

2. PERFORMANCE MEASURE UPDATE — MAY 2003
Action: Received and Filed Report.

3. RESPONSE TO SANTA CLARA COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY INQUIRY INTO
HIRING PRACTICES FOR YOUTH SPORTS COACHES
Action:  Approved Response to Grand Jury Report, with grammatical corrections to be
incorporated by Mayor Kennedy.

4, SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES FOR MAY 15, 2003
Action: Approved the Minutes as submitted.

Redevelopment Agency and City Council Action

OTHER BUSINESS:

S. INVESTMENT POLICY UPDATE

Director of Finance Dilles presented the staff report, indicating that the specific changes the Finance &
Audit Committee have been discussing relates to investing monies in the local community. He indicated
that the Committee has spoken with representatives from two local banks: South Valley National Bank
and Heritage Bank South Valley. These banks were helpful in talking to the Committee with respect to
the ways that local investments help the community. Out of these discussions came a proposal that
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would increase the amounts of investments in a certificate of deposit from $1 million to $2 million and
would lengthen the maximum maturity from 1 year to 2 years for certificates of deposit. Also, a new
goal would be added to the policy which would state that the policy would encourage local economic
benefits to Morgan Hill residents and businesses by investing in local financial institutions, subject to
legal control. The Committee believes that with these proposed changes, there would be more flexibility
to invest more monies locally.

Mayor/Chairman Kennedy opened the floor to public comment

City Treasurer Roorda stated that the recommended change in the policy would broaden the City’s
ability to consider investments that could benefit the City’s financial portfolio as a whole and achieve an
objective of investing locally. He said that local banks are offering attractive terms in terms of the
interest rates that they would provide. He looks for opportunities for the City to increase its returns in
the term of the investments should interest rates increase. He said that one financial institution is willing
to provide this option to the City.

No further comments were offered.
Vice-chair/ Mayor Pro Tempore Chang felt that the recommended policy is a good one.

Agency/Council Member Sellers stated that in going through the policy, he felt that the City Treasurer
and staff noted some inconsistencies in the policy that had not been updated previously. Therefore, the
Finance and Audit Committee was able to clean up the policy in general. He said that in interviewing
the institutions and talking about the options, it became apparent that the City has some viable options
and that there are significant benefits to investing locally. He thanked the Committee members who
raised the inconsistencies.

Action: On a motion by Agency/Council Member Sellers and seconded by Agency/Council
Member Carr, the Agency/Council, on a 4-0 vote with Agency/Council Member Tate
absent, Adopted the Updated Investment Policy for the City.

Action: On a motion by Agency/Council Member Sellers and seconded by Agency/Council

Member Carr, the Agency/Council, on a 4-0 vote with Agency/Council Member Tate
absent, Adopted the Updated Investment Policy for the Redevelopment Agency.

City Council Action

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

6. MEASURE P APPEAL APPLICATION AP-03-01: EAST DUNNE - DEMPSEY

Mayor Pro Tempore Chang indicated that she has a conflict with Measure P appeal application Barrett-
Odeshoo. Therefore, she would be stepping down from discussing this item. She stated that she has
been advised to recuse herself from the three Measure P appeal applications this evening.
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City Attorney Leichter stated that Mayor Pro Tempore Chang has a conflict with appeal item 2.
However, as Measure P is a cumulative ranking system, theoretically, the appeal, if granted for any of
these projects, would affect the ranking system of all Measure P applications. Therefore, there may be
an indirect economic interest at stake.

Planning Manager Rowe presented the staff report indicating that the applicant is requesting that the
Council review the Planning Commission’s evaluation under: Schools, Public Facilities, Circulation
Efficiency, and Natural & Environmental categories. Based on staff’s review of these categories, staff is
not recommending any adjustments to the project’s score and recommended that the Council upholds the
Planning Commission’s evaluation of this project by adoption of the resolution before the Council.
Mayor Kennedy opened the public hearing.

Janet Dempsey addressed the comments contained in the appeal letter dated April 22, 2003 for the
Jasper Park project. She felt that there were major discrepancies that need to be addressed prior to the
decision regarding her project. She addressed the following areas:

Schools Category — The project was not located within a % mile walking distance. However, a
safe access would be provided across the street at a signalized intersection at Butterfield for
children. This signalized intersection would increase the walking distance beyond the %: mile.
She argued that if this is an issue of safety for children, then a Butterfield crossing is still not the
answer. She indicated that children will not walk out of their way to get to a destination. She
felt that the School District would be asking children to walk approximately 2/10 of mile out of
their way in order to cross San Pedro to access the school. She did not believe that this was the
appropriate route when you consider a safe walking route for children. She informed the Council
that the project commits to providing safe passage at San Pedro and Cory Lane which is felt
would be a more direct and likely route from this development and the adjacent development for
children to take to get to school versus walking 2/10 of a mile out of their way. She felt that this
would be a common walking route for children once this site and the adjacent development are
completed. She requested one additional point under the School’s category.

Circulation Efficiency Category — Project commits to stubbing the other side of East Dunne
Avenue proposed as part of this application. Staff does not recommend points for the off site
street as it is not adjacent to the proposed project. She argued that the street stub does not have
to be adjacent to the proposed project to meet the criteria. She said that no where in the Measure
P criteria does it state that this has to be the case. The criteria states that the stub only needs to
provide for property access or circulation to adjacent properties. She stated that this project
provides for this when she offered to build a stub adjacent to her development. She said that she
placed the stub in what was felt to be the most logical spot on Dunne Avenue based on the
recommendations of City staff for the lighted signal on Dunne Avenue. She felt that this project
meets the criteria and that there was precedent set by the Union Pacific Homes’ project as they
received points for providing this similar type of stubbing.

Natural & Environment Category — She indicated that staff has stated that this project is not
preserving a substantial amount of trees. She noted that the trees in question are aging walnut
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and very scrubby looking eucalyptus trees. She did not know of any time in the history of
Measure P where points were awarded for preserving these types of trees. She said that the
project preserved trees that were felt to be significant and would add value to the project. She
said that the project was being penalized points for removing these types of trees.

Public Facilities Category — She indicated that this area is confusing and riddled with
discrepancies.

Ms. Dempsey indicated that it was her hope that these projects would be returned to the Planning
Commission for further scrutiny of the points and to clear up any discrepancies. This would allow all
projects to compete affectively.

John Telfer said that he has worked on Measure E/P projects for many years. He felt that there was a
bias this year and that there was an over stepping of the Council’s direction regarding set asides for
already allocated projects. He agreed that projects in progress should be completed. He said that if a
question comes up on a partially allocated project, the project was given the benefit of the doubt. He did
not believe that this was the case for new projects. Under the public facilities category, staff outlines in
their report their explanation why they believe some of the points were not warranted. A comment was
made in the staff report that two projects were acquired by the same developer. At the time the Measure
P points were awarded several years ago, this was not the case. The projects were under different
owners: Steve Sheng owning Twin Oaks, and Delco owning the property to the north. Staff also states
that the oversized pond built on Monte Villa (Delco) was interconnected with Steve Sheng’s project.
He clarified that points were awarded for over sizing the pond to help mitigate down stream flooding
concerns. He said that Bill McClintock, designer of the storm drainage systems for all three projects,
was in attendance to answer technical issues. He indicated that over sized catch basins are used to retain
water during storms. He said that two projects have been awarded points for this concept while this
project did not receive any points. He stated that Vince Burgos was also in attendance to answer
questions, indicating that Mr. Burgos represents a number of Measure P projects. Therefore, there are
conflicts of interest issues and that he could not argue for points but can respond to specific questions
relating to this project and global issues as well. He felt that if this project had prior partial allocations,
the project would be receiving the vast majority of the points being requested this evening in the appeal
process. He stated that it seems that because it is a new project, it is being treated differently and that it
is not in an even level playing field this year. He felt that Measure P was intended to have the best
project win the allotments.

Bill McClintock stated that the points under Public Facilities are related to providing additional capacity
beyond what the project is required to do. He felt that it was important to note that staff agrees that this
project provides a park big enough with a pond that was larger than needed for the project. He noted
that the same concepts were presented to the City under a previous application. The project was located
upstream from another project located down stream. The project located upstream was able to provide a
mitigation, increasing the size of the pond in such a way that the down stream project did not need a
pond. This is what is being proposed for this project. He did not believe that it would be right to go
through the expense of performing detailed hydraulic calculations for Measure P applications. He stated
that the applicant made the commitments to perform detailed hydraulic calculations. If this does not
work, there is a way for the City to require other commitments to make up the points. He requested that
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the Council award two points under the public facilities category. He informed the Council that this
project needs one additional point to receive the maximum 10 points under this category, should the
Council grant one additional point.

Vince Burgos, Development Process Consultants, addressed a criteria that is global that affected more
than this particular project. This is the issue of acquiring a stub to an adjacent property. He said that the
only opportunity that this particular applicant had to provide access was based on the project being an
infill project. He noted that three sides of the property were fully developed and that all streets and
circulation elements were installed. He said that staff gave the applicant direction to provide an
egress/ingress at an intersection on Dunne Avenue. He felt that this particular project went beyond
providing a stub; they acquired a letter to acquire the property and have agreed to install the
improvements.

No further comments being offered, the public hearing was closed.

Council Member Sellers stated that his comments will apply to all three appeal projects to some degree.
He felt that the Council’s focus needs to be whether or not these appeal applications need further
consideration by the Planning Commission. He did not know if it made sense for the Council to make
final decisions this evening for a variety of reasons. He felt that it would make sense for the Council to
provide specific direction and refer these applications back to the Planning Commission for
consideration. He felt that it was important, in weighing the appeal applications that the Council be as
fair as possible. Even though the Council is being requested to consider specific items, he felt that the
global significance of these items needs to be considered, including how they would impact the entire
process. With respect to this project, there were concerns expressed about consistency that have been
raised with this application and subsequent applications. The concerns had two forms: 1) the
process/procedural inconsistency and 2) how much time was allotted. He felt that there was far too
much time, energy and money put into projects and that the inconsistencies need to be addressed as
much as possible. He noted that the Council is being requested to consider consistency in terms of how
points were awarded. He felt that there were some categories that the Council might want to give added
consideration. The school access is a category that is of interest to him as there is logic of what children
will do and what makes the most sense to do. He recommended that this issue be further addressed.
Regarding the stubbing, he felt that this was an attempt to address a Measure P issue but that he did not
know what the benefit to the community would be. He sees some residual second hand, long term
benefits to this. He stated that this is a category that he does not have a particular concern with. He
stated that eucalyptus trees are a huge problem in residential neighborhoods. He recommended that the
Planning Commission be requested to give further consideration to the eucalyptus and scrub trees.
Although he is a strong advocate for retaining important trees, he wanted to make sure that if trees are
not beneficial that they are not treated as such. Regarding the public facilities category, he felt that the
comments warrant further consideration. However, he is considering the difference between what makes
the most sense for the community and what makes the most sense for achieving the points and this is
what troubles him.

Council Member Carr indicated that this is the first time that he is going through significant Measure P
appeals and that he was struggling with the process. He said that there are some categories that need to
be reviewed and that he did not know what it would mean to the other projects that did not file appeals.
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He would hate to set a precedent tonight that would encourage individuals to file an appeal in order to
protect their points. He felt that the Council needs to discuss this concern in a global context. He noted
that the School District scores the School category section. He said that there is a lot of logic in thinking
about the direction a child will walk to access a school and what is the safest route for a child. He felt
that the City could plan for safe school routes but getting children to use these safe routes is the hard
task. He said that the Council may wish to consider changes to the Schools category as part of the
Measure P update. He felt that the applicant’s argument made a lot of sense. He felt that the City wants
to encourage infill projects but that they are going to have a lot of trouble scoring under this category if
the City remains rigid in the way that this category is applied. If a project has development surrounding
it and a project does not have the opportunity to perform additional circulation, the project will be
penalized. He felt that this needs to be addressed in Measure P as it was his belief that the City needs to
encourage more infill projects. He was not sure whether the Council was the right body to be awarding
points as the Planning Commission and staff go through a very significant process to award points. He
said that the Council could give the Planning Commission direction to take a look at certain area as an
approach versus having the Council award points this evening.

Mayor Kennedy said that he has gone through several appeal processes and that this is the first year, in a
long time, that he has heard complaints about inequities in the way the point scoring has been
conducted. He indicated that several applicants stated that they were not heard or given a fair
opportunity to present their case. He felt that this reason in itself was a sufficient justification to send all
three appeal applications back to the Planning Commission. Having heard the specific issues that have
been raised, he felt that they were valid concerns and that the Planning Commission needs to look at. He
noted that there is some concern about the comments made by Mr. Telfer that there seems to be a
specific preference for ongoing projects in excess of what the Council intended to the point where good
projects are not being awarded points. He agreed that projects that are under construction are important
but that the City should not eliminate quality projects in an over exuberance of trying to protect ongoing
projects. He supported the comments that have been made by Council Members Carr and Sellers.

Council Member Sellers stated that he would like to give some thought and direction to the Planning
Commission as the Council sends these applications back to them for reconsideration. He felt that there
were several important issues that were raised and that this application was the closest to receiving
points. He said that he had a hard time determining how the project would receive the 2.5 points needed
to receive allocations. He stated that areas of ambiguity need to be addressed and given further
consideration/explanation. If necessary, the project should be dealt with in a way that would place it in a
level playing field. He felt that the stubbing and the infill issues were valid concerns, particularly in a
project such as this one that provides multi family units that are needed in the community. He supported
reconsideration of the school access. He felt that the Planning Commission needs to be consistent in
talking about this policy when it is an infill project. Regarding the natural and environmental categories,
he felt that there was not enough significance to warrant the retaining of the eucalyptus and walnut trees
and that it is almost a reverse point process. He felt that the Planning Commission needs to look at this
as well. He recommended that the Planning Commission also review the public facility category and
state that this is significantly different from the other project or providing clarification why they are not
awarding points as part of the process. He noted that this is a difficult year as there are a couple of
significant issues that the City is looking at next year: an update of Measure P and the proposal for
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conducting competitions every other year. Both of these heighten anxieties and felt that these need to be
kept in mind. He felt that it was important to spend time and clarify these issues.

Action: On a motion by Council Member Sellers and seconded by Council Member Carr, the City
Council, on a 3-0 vote with Mayor Pro Tempore Chang and Council Member Tate
absent, Referred the Application back to the Planning Commission, directing the
Planning Commission give additional consideration to the issues and concerns raised by
the Council.

City Attorney Leichter stated that it would be appropriate to consider each appeal application separately.

City Manager Tewes noted that there were a number of issues raised during the testimony to which staff
could respond. In light of the Council’s motion, staff could respond at the conclusion of all the hearings
as some of the responses are generic. He felt that some clarification from staff would be helpful to the
Council.

Council Member Sellers felt that a staff response and clarification was warranted. It was his belief that
this would be best done in a broader forum at a Planning Commission meeting. He did not now how
much further the Council would be able to proceed with the appeals.

City Manager Tewes indicated that the Planning Commission has had the benefit of the hearings,
comments and response from staff which can be done again. He was not clear whether the Council had
the benefit of staff response.

City Attorney Leichter suggested that the more generalized comments the Council has on the first
project be incorporated into the record for the second and third projects. She recommended that the
Council address the specific concerns associated with each particular project.

7. MEASURE P APPEAL APPLICATION AP-03-02: BARRETT - ODISHOO

Planning Manager Rowe presented the staff report, indicating that this is an appeal of the Planning
Commission’s evaluation under the public facilities, quality of construction and lot lay out categories.
Staff recommends the Council uphold the Planning Commission’s evaluation by the adoption of a
resolution. Should there be areas that the Council believes that the Planning Commission should give
further review; staff would take these areas of concern back to the Planning Commission.

Mayor Kennedy noted that the applicant’s memo regarding quality of construction states that at the
Planning Commission hearing, the Commission did not consider all projects for this criterion. He
further noted that the memo states that the Planning Commission limited the awarding of one point and
that only the top four to five projects were discussed, noting that these were ongoing projects.

Mr. Rowe clarified that the Planning Commission applied the scoring to every project they felt worthy
of one point. At the end, all points were tallied. The Planning Commission looked at a cut off point,
reviewing which projects had a reasonable likelihood of receiving allocations. An alternate way of
looking at this is whether the one point the Planning Commission granted would make a difference in
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whether the project received an allocation or not. If it did not, the Planning Commission did not assign
the point. He indicated that the top list of projects included new projects as well as ongoing projects that
received the point.

Council Member Carr noted that staff indicated that the Planning Commission put together five rating
factors under Quality of Construction which they individually weighed against each project. He
inquired how the Planning Commission determined what the rating factors would be.

Planning Manager Rowe indicated that the Planning Commission spent time at three different meetings
and spent hours discussing attributes. The rating factors used were aesthetics and the usability of the
open space within the development. Each Commissioner gave different weight to each of these factors
as what they felt represented a superior project. Each project was totaled and an average score derived.
He indicated that the projects that scored highest on the overall average were the ones that were given
the point. The Planning Commission looked at whether or not the one point made a difference to a
project and placed it in a position for allocation.

Mayor Kennedy referred to the lot layout category and noted that significant comments were made
about disagreeing with the award of the two points.

Planning Manager Rowe indicated that staff has had the opportunity to review all of the applicant’s
appeal comments. He noted that staff’s responses have been summarized on page 110 of the agenda
packet.

Mayor Kennedy opened the public hearing.

Alexander Henson, representing the applicant, indicated that he would like to focus on the lot layout
issue which encompasses 3 subordinant issues. He stated that the project was given one unit credit for
the lot layout. Two credits were not given because of three minor problems. He said that there are two
ways to handle the appeal: 1) refer the application back to the Planning Commission; or 2) for the
Council to reexamine this issue. He expressed concern that what the Planning Commission heard was
unreasonable and that it would be up to the Council to correct what seems to be an arbitrary and
capricious application. He said that the number one reason for the minor problem was the fact that the
triplexes were located at one end of the property. However, the applicant was told that since the
adjacent properties were to be of higher density, this project should locate the higher density units
adjacent to the higher density units of the adjacent properties so that the densities would flow. To state
that it is a minor problem to locate the denser portion of the project adjacent to the denser zoned project
appears to be a conflict. It was felt that the project was designed appropriately only to be told that it was
not. He felt that it was irrational to state that the project should not be denser adjacent to the denser
designated property. The second issue of concern pertains to a particular lot. The lot was described as
having a minor problem because it appears to be inconsistent with the rest of the development. He noted
that single family housing is proposed. The unit is lined up on different axes as opposed to the other
units. In terms of the visual affect, when you come around the corner, the two lots will appear to have
the similar footage. The axis of the house happens to be different but that the appearance would be
similar to the lot across the way. He felt that it was arbitrary and capricious to state that the lot has a
minor problem in the lot layout category. The third issue is that out of the 36 units, there are
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approximately 10 units that have side by side driveways. He was not aware that there was a criterion
that made having side by side driveways a bad thing, especially when a project has as many duplexes as
this project has. It was his belief that the score on this matter was also arbitrary and capricious. He
requested that Mr. Burgos be invited to address whether the side by side driveway issue has been raised
as a problem elsewhere because he was not aware that it was a problem in the past.

Vince Burgos indicated that the property to the south of this site is zoned R-3 and the property to the
north R-2. He noted that this is an R-2 zoned project and that there are a large number of units that are
attached. Therefore, you can only put the garages side by side. He went through great lengths in the
design to avoid this, wherever possible. In looking at the plans, they only exist in approximately 30% of
the units. He said that instead of being recognized for a minimal amount of driveways next to each
other, the project was penalized because only 30% are adjacent to each other. He said that this was a
difficult process.

No further comments being offered, the public hearing was closed.

Council Member Carr said that when he read the report, it appears that 30% of the units have side by
side driveway aprons. It was being suggested that this may be too many side by side driveways and that
it was being characterized tonight that this was not enough.

Planning Manager Rowe clarified that the project provided 30% driveway aprons that were side by side
and that this was considered to be a minor problem with the site layout. It was felt that this was a high
percentage because it creates 40-foot curb cuts and provides a lot of hardscape. He noted that this is an
R-2 zoning district and that this is one of the characteristics of the project. He said that there are
opportunities for points based on the zoning of the project that cannot be earned by a single family
project. He said that the City strives to avoid a competitive nature from the ongoing project over the new
and vise versus.

Council Member Carr felt that this issue gives a competitive advantage to single family units.

Planning Manager Rowe said that staff initially looked at this, in terms of what constitutes a superior lot
layout, it was subjective. Staff tried to quantify this by looking at what constitutes a major/minor
problem. Staff strived to apply the intent of Measure P in a consistent manner across the board. The
applicant did not respond to this issue in their written letter and the Commission did not ask that staff
look into this issue. He indicated that the Planning Commission only asked staff to look at the public
facilities area. Should the Council feel that there is merit to the applicant’s remarks, he recommended
that the Council refer this back to the Planning Commission.

Mayor Kennedy inquired whether the City had any criteria relating to the side by side driveway issue.

Planning Manager Rowe read the language of the criteria and identified the scoring criteria for Lot
Layout BIf. He said that staff needs to determine what constitutes an average, above average, or
superior lot layout. The City would also need to determine what would represent a major or minor
problem. Staff would need to come up with a way of doing this and applying this in a consistent way
across the board. In this instance, staff looked at the higher percentage of driveway aprons that are side
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by side compared to other projects. Staff did not believe that this was a major problem because it is a
necessity, in certain respects, because of the zoning. However, it is not necessarily a desirable attribute
because you have a lot of long, wide curb cuts in the development. He felt that there may be
opportunities to provide side loading garages that would allow the garage aprons to be expanded further
apart. The project could split the driveway aprons of paired units. He felt that there were alternative
solutions to further reduce the percentage.

Council Member Carr appreciated that the City had to find ways to apply the criteria. He did not see
how the City could apply the criteria without penalizing a project for providing attached units. He was
not sure if it was appropriate as these are affordable units. He did not believe that the City should
simply build single family units in Morgan Hill. He felt that staff’s explanation helped explain
alternative solutions to the side by side driveway apron scenario. He felt that this criteria needs to be
looked at in how it is applied in this case. He noted that staff indicated that the Planning Commission
put together five rating factors that would be applied to the different projects where a point could be
applied under quality of construction. He felt that this was an area that was subjective. He expressed
concern that he did not know what these rating factors were. He noted that the Council did not see these
rating factors before they were applied to any of the projects. He felt that the City needs to have the
ability to have a subjective point but that he felt that the elected Council should have some input as to
what these factors are and how they are to be applied by the Planning Commission. He stated that
allowing the Planning Commission to subjectively choose and apply the points was somewhat
troublesome to him.

Council Member Sellers said that on the issue of quality of construction, the Council gave the Planning
Commission the charge of looking at this issue. He did not believe that this was the only subjective
criteria but that it was the most subjective. He did not believe that it would make sense to grant the
applicant the additional point under quality of construction but that it might make sense to go back and
state to the Planning Commission that this is a bigger issue and that the Council would like additional
input on the criteria that they used overall. He did not believe that it would impact the score on this
project. He felt that this appeal is different from the earlier appeal in that the first application was closer
in attaining allocation. He said that the lot issue is of concern because of the triplex. He recommended
that this specific issue be referred back to the Planning Commission for clarification. The Planning
Commission can state clearly how the criterion was applied. He said that he would have a hard time
seeing where an extra point would be given to this project.

Mayor Kennedy stated that he would like to have the Planning Commission review the quality of
construction for this project just as they did for other ongoing projects.

Council Member Sellers stated that it was his understanding that the Planning Commission did review
the quality of construction for this project but that they did not believe that the project warranted an
extra point. He noted that the Council did not know the criteria used by the Planning Commission and
that it was going on the faith of the Planning Commission that they reviewed each and every Measure P
application with equal care and that they applied the same criteria to each. He did not know how the
project would achieve the extra point. He stated that the Council was not aware of the subjective criteria
used by the Planning Commission and that it would be helpful for the Council to know what they were.
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Mayor Kennedy stated his support of sending this application back to the Planning Commission to
review the Quality of Construction and the Lot Layout categories.

Action: On a motion by Mayor Kennedy and seconded by Council Member Carr, the City
Council, on a 3-0 vote with Mayor Pro Tempore Chang and Council Member Tate
absent, Referred the Quality of Construction and Lot Layout Categories back to the
Planning Commission.

8. MEASURE P APPEAL APPLICATION AP-03-03: WEST EDMUNDSON - PINN
BROTHERS

Planning Manager Rowe presented the staff report, noting that this project has the most extensive list of
scoring changes being requested. The applicant is requesting Council consideration under the school
categories, orderly & contiguous, housing needs, quality of construction, lot layout, and circulation
efficiency categories. The applicant raised another issue. that being the issue of set asides for ongoing
projects. He indicated that prior to this year’s competition, the Planning Commission forwarded to the
City Council a recommendation that the City conduct a two-year competition. It was recommended that
up to 65% of the allocations be awarded to ongoing projects. The rationale behind this is that there are a
number of projects that have been under construction, some as long as ten years. He said that it was an
objective to complete projects but that it was not intended to incorporate a bias into the competition
process. He said that in his 22-years of involvement in the Measure E/P process, he did not believe that
the Planning Commission or staff showed any bias toward ongoing or existing development. The one
bias is that up to 65% of the allocations should go to ongoing projects, noting that this was explained at
the onset of the process. Applicants knew going in that one of the objectives to be accomplished is to
try and complete some of the long ongoing projects. Based on the allocation that the Planning
Commission approved last evening, the City will be able to complete three of the six existing ongoing
projects. He indicated that there were going to be two or three new projects that will be receiving
allocations based on the scoring criteria. He said that approximately 75% of the overall allocations went
to ongoing projects and that 25% went to new development in this year’s competition. He agreed that
there were opportunity points for ongoing projects but that it was the idea to allow them to be
competitive but not to have a competitive edge over new projects. He did not believe that the criterion,
as currently written, necessarily tilts the criteria in favor of ongoing projects. He indicated that the
allocation increased from 65% to 75% based on the final ranking and scoring. He indicated that the
number of allocations available is based on the City’s population. He noted that the current population
increased the pool of building allocations by 18 units and that these 18 units are reflected in the
distribution approved by the Planning Commission. He indicated that the 18 additional units did not go
exclusively to new projects and that they were divided among the projects recommended for allocations.

Mayor Kennedy noted that 18 units become available based on the population and that they were not
awarded to new projects.

Mr. Rowe explained the rankings approved in April by the Planning Commission were based on the
total score. However, the Planning Commission did not award allocations to any of the projects until
last night because they wanted to see if the pool of allocations would increase. He noted that the pool of
allocations increased by 18. Therefore, the Planning Commission did not base their distribution on the
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higher number of allocations available. If anything, it allowed them to include Coyote Estates, an
ongoing project. He indicated that the total pool of allocations of 182 were distributed among various
projects based on the Council’s identified set aside distribution and the east/west Monterey distribution
criteria. He indicated that the applicant felt that it was unfair that the two higher scoring ongoing
projects should receive the allocation. The applicant felt that in fairness, no more than 65% of the
allocations west of Monterey Road should have gone to ongoing project. This would result in
allocations being made available to the next in line project, which would be this project. He said that the
intent for the 65% was to help the ongoing projects be completed and that it was to be applied in
situations where there would be higher new scoring projects that could conceivably take these
allocations. This would result in an ongoing development not receiving an allotment or extending the
projects even further. He stated that the overall ranking of a project is the primary determining factor by
the Planning Commission in awarding allocations. Staff does not believe that the applicant’s approach
in terms of limiting the west side allocation to no more than 65% was the intent of applying the set
asides to ongoing projects. Based on the review of the scoring, staff recommends the Council uphold
the Planning Commission’s evaluation of this project. He indicated that there are a few areas that the
applicant is taking issue with, one being that the Planning Commission did not have the opportunity to
do a further review because it was not requested of them when this went through the initial scoring.

Mayor Kennedy felt that there were several features of this project that were attractive: 1) it is within
walking distance to an existing school; 2) it fills in an area across from Community Park, and 3) is
adjacent to an existing higher density residential development. However, this project received a very
low score. He felt that this project should be a high scoring project but yet it was not.

Mr. Rowe indicated that one category that the project did not score well was in the housing category.
He noted that this property is within two different zoning districts (R1 and R2). In order to be given
points under this category, 10% of the units have to be single family detached. This project provided
only 2% that represent single family detached units. Therefore, this project did not do well in this
respect. He felt that this project could score much better in the next go around. Staff could work with
the applicant and identify areas that can be changed. He felt that this project has the potential of
receiving the highest points under the housing categories with some site modifications. However, the
way the project was laid out, it created some problems.

Mayor Kennedy inquired whether projects were given a full evaluation once it was determined that it
falls beyond the allocation distribution line.

Mr. Rowe said that the Commission went through the hearings and allowed every applicant to address
their projects even though they were out 20-30 points of the running and resulted in very long meetings.
In prior years, the Planning Commission looked at the initial scoring and created a cut off. For those
projects that were competitive, the applicants had an opportunity to speak. For projects not in the
running, the Planning Commission accepted testimony but indicated that they would not spend a lot of
time debating and discussing the remarks. Applicants felt that they should be given a reasonable amount
of time to address their concerns. The Planning Commission instituted a process that helped them to
shorten the length of the meetings. Applicants were provided with the initial evaluations 52 weeks
before the first scheduled public hearing. They were encouraged to provide a detailed written response
to the initial evaluations. Any comments that the Planning Commission felt warranted further review,
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they directed staff to reassess the categories. A third meeting was held for the purpose of making score
adjustments.

Mayor Kennedy opened the public hearing.

John Dossetti indicated that he instigated bringing this property into the City, noting that it is a blighted
area. The parcel is located across the street from new development, less than 500 feet from the Vineyard
Town Center, will be located across the street from the new indoor recreation center, and backs up to the
George Day development. He felt that Measure E/P was the dumbest thing that came into effect in
1978. He stated that the developer would like to build beautiful two-story homes and build a nice
project. The Planning Commission did not look at the project and did not consider that this development
would clean up the area. He did not believe that Pinn Brothers were given a fair chance to compete. He
felt that Measure P was pointless and that it should be thrown out as it does not work.

Vince Burgess indicated that this is a moderate housing project and the inclusion of moderate units was
new to this year’s Measure P criterion. This project introduced both R-1 and R-2 housing units. It had a
property line that bisected the property from the R-1 and R-2 in an unusual way. When he analyzed how
he would separate the BMR, moderate units, and the R-1/R2 units, there was a lot of discussion on how
this would happen. He noted that staff had difficulty scoring this portion of the project and that to this
day, they still have issues on how to score it and how it should be analyzed as it is an awkward piece of
property. He said that the Housing Division looked at the project recently and sees an adjustment that is
not reflected on this particular score. Housing staff has even considered bringing the project’s score
down a few points. There was discussion at the Commission level on how they were going to score the
criteria. One part of Measure P was viewed as having a typo and that this hurt the project’s score.

Dick Oliver stated that he was not speaking against any of the applications. He felt that everyone has
the right to appeal and that if there was a blatant error, it should be corrected and thus the purpose of the
appeal process. He felt that a lot of the issues that the Council felt sympathetic to this evening could
have been resolved by the applicants going through a preliminary Measure P application process. He
stated that several developers have gone through this process. He said that lot layouts, number of
driveways and locations of duets/triplexes can usually be resolved by preliminary Measure P and
therefore, scores can be corrected. He felt that the Council would be doing a disservice to the Planning
Commission if it does not realize the value that they spend hours and meetings to resolve what they felt
was a fair determination of points in this process. There is a Measure P Update Committee that he
services on whose charge is to rewrite Measure P to resolve some issues that come up each year.
Applicants know that Measure P changes occur each year and that developers have to be attuned to the
changes in order to attain the higher points. When you talk about adjacency relating to a stub street, you
have to look at the Measure P language and how it is defined. The Planning Commission made an
interpretation on adjacency. He felt that the Council needs to rely on the Planning Commission as they
were appointed to do the job. The Planning Commission ties to do this job professionally and do it well.
He did not believe that there was a bias toward ongoing projects, noting that two new projects were
scored high. If the Council is proposing a change to the scoring, other projects should also be reviewed.
Unless there has been a blatant error or an obvious miscarriage of justice, he did not believe that the
Council should try to second guess the Planning Commission in what they did in their judgment after
spending all the hours they did in listening to testimony. To say that the system is biased against
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attached housing is not true as Joe DiConza’s R-2 project is a new project that won allocation this year.
He felt that the Planning Commission tried very hard, from a subjective point, to look at all the projects
and come up with a meaningful score.

Mayor Kennedy said that a concern brought to his attention was the concern about being unfair,
particularly with the Pinn Brother’s project. A complaint was made that the Planning Commission did
not give them a chance to make their comments known. He felt that the applicant has a right to be
heard, even if it means going back to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Oliver felt that the applicant had a chance to be heard and that the Planning Commission did spend a
lot of time discussing their comments. The Planning Commission heard the comments but were not
swayed. To get a 20 point swing in points has never happened in the 15 years that he has worked with
Measure E/P. He felt that the applicant had the full opportunity to make all of his points at a Planning
Commission meeting. Their points were taken in but that the Planning Commission, because of the time
element and the point structure, determined not to spend a lot of time discussing them. If the Council
does not believe that this was a fair hearing, the Council would be correct in sending the project back to
the Planning Commission. He expressed concern that the City was dragging out the time in which
projects will receive allocations. He said that developers will have difficulty in trying to meet the
Measure P time constraints in order to be in compliance with Measure P.

No further comments being offered, the public hearing was closed.

Council Member Sellers felt that it was clear that this project would not receive sufficient points to
receive allocation. He said that there is a frustration in the whole point process but that this is the
system in place. He said that he has reviewed all the specific issues relating to this project and that he
did not see where changes were warranted. He would be willing to approve the resolution on this one.
However, he would support sending any items that the Council believes should be referred to the
Planning Commission. He did not see that it would be likely that the project would see a change in the
point allocation based on the Council’s action this evening. However, he felt that there were significant
issues that need to be addressed in order to address the applicant’s concern and for the integrity of the
process. He noted that individuals felt that there were inconsistencies and inequities in the process. He
felt that the Council needs to go back and address these inconsistencies and inequities and that there be
clarification of the issues raised by the appellants, particularly for the first two appellant’s.

Mayor Kennedy recommended referring this application back to the Planning Commission even though
it would be unlikely that this project will score enough points to get back into running. He felt that the
applicant needs a fair hearing. He did not want to ignore the hard work and energy that staff and the
Planning Commission have done. He understands that this is a very lengthy and tedious process. He
said that it is unusual that the Council receives three appeal applications. He requested that the Planning
Commission hear the applicant’s comments, changing the points if warranted.

Council Member Carr said that he understands the importance of having a fair hearing. He agreed that
there is a big point gap with this project and that it would be hard to make up the gap. He expressed
concern with the housing type and the housing needs issue for this application. He said that there needs
to be some work done on these issues. He stated that he is passionate about need for housing. If a fair
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hearing needs to happen, he would support referring the application back to the Planning Commission.
He agreed that the Council needs to have the broader discussion of the ripple effect. He noted that the
Planning Commission came up with the allotment distribution last night. He did now know what would
happen if things changed. He did not want to set a precedent that encourages individuals to file appeals
any more than they would normally have because of actions being taken this evening.

Mayor Kennedy expressed concern with the fact that the Planning Commission made allocations last
night and that the Council is hearing appeals today. He felt that this preempts the Council’s ability to act
on the appeals. He inquired why the allocations were awarded prior to the Council’s ability to hear
appeals.

Mr. Rowe responded that the Municipal Code stipulates that the appeal period is to be established
following the evaluations. He said that this was the first available Council meeting for the appeals to be
considered. He stated that the Planning Commission’s decision would not preempt any decision that the
Council would make relative to the merits of each of the applications.

Mayor Kennedy felt that it was much more difficult for the Council to make an affective change of any
allocations after the allocations have been awarded.

Planning Manager Rowe stated that in the past, the City did not wait until the Department of Finance
estimates came out. The award of allocations occurred at the exact same meeting as the evaluations. In
past years, when the Council considered appeals, it was at the time when the Planning Commission had
already awarded the allocation. Therefore, there was no difference in hearing appeal requests.

Joe Mueller indicated that the Planning Commission was also concerned about making the allocations
prior to Council hearing the appeals. Therefore, the Planning Commission conditioned the allocation to
stipulate that should the appeal process alter the ranking of the projects; the Commission would have to
revisit the allocations. The Planning Commission wanted to proceed with allocations last night so that
the projects that received allocations would have a better chance to achieve timelines. He noted that
Measure P has specific timelines when a developer has to have certain items completed once allocations
are received. As the Planning Commission waited to receive the most recent Department of Finance
numbers, the City is now a couple of months behind the period that it typically awards allocations. He
said that a couple of months are critical to the development community who receive allocations to move
forward. The Planning Commission moved forward with awarding allocations, saving time and
allowing the projects to move forward. If the Council’s action has the potential of altering the ranking,
the Planning Commission would hold up the allocation award until the issue is resolved. It was a matter
of allowing projects who received allocations to move forward with their projects in order to meet the
Measure P timelines so that the City does not see requests for exceptions to loss of allocations a year
from now. The Planning Commission did not want to have any impacts on the appeal hearings this
evening and therefore qualified the action taken last night.

Mayor Kennedy supported sending this appeal application back to the Planning Commission for review
so that the applicant has the opportunity to have his application heard.
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Action: On a motion by Mayor Kennedy and seconded by Council Member Sellers, the City
Council, on a 3-0 vote with Mayor Pro Tempore Chang and Council Member Tate
absent, Referred the application back to the Planning Commission to allow the applicant
the opportunity to address the project.

Council Member Sellers felt that it was important that the two issues raised this evening be addressed.
He did not know the likelihood of any points being changed as a result or whether there would be
sufficient points received to attain an allocation. However, he felt that it was critical to the integrity of
the process that the Council sends these applications back to the Planning Commission for further
consideration. He noted that several individuals have raised the consideration of broadening the process
for developers to bring in projects and get them fine tuned at the front end. He felt that this would be an
advantage of a two year process and that it was obvious tonight that it should be taken advantage of.

Mayor Kennedy said that he did not want to preclude changing points or changing the allocations. He
felt that these applications need to have their opportunity to formally appeal the Planning Commission’s
decision, even if it means changing points and/or allocations.

Council Member Carr felt that it was important to state that in sending these projects back, it is not the
intention of changing the criteria or the process. He said that he saw some difficulties in some of the
projects that concern him, particularly for infill development and housing type. If this means that these
are changes to the criteria for future competitions, he hopes that these are the comments that the Council
hears back from the Planning Commission. He recommended that the Council move forward and try to
be proactive with issues. He agreed that the projects need their fair hearings and that he wanted to make
sure that the integrity of the process is in tact. However, he did not want to state that he is stepping in to
preempt the criteria, the process, or the prior work of the Planning Commission. If there are items
relating to the criteria that need to be addressed, he recommended that they be addressed in future
competitions.

City Council Action

OTHER BUSINESS:

9. COMMUNITY INDOOR RECREATION CENTER APPROVAL OF SUBCOMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS

Deputy Director of Public Works Struve presented the staff report and presented the Community Indoor
Recreation Subcommittee recommendations. He indicated that it is recommended that the subcommittee
be expended beyond the two member subcommittee that would include up to three Parks and Recreation
Commissioners, one representative from each of the Senior and Youth Advisory Committees.

Mayor Kennedy inquired whether the subcommittee looked at comparable schedules, designs, and bid
constructions of other similar projects, particularly those of Colorado.

Council Member Sellers said that the subcommittee looked at a project in Morgan Hill that was recently
completed and that the timeline for this center is at a shorter timeline. Therefore, this was a factor. He
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said that the indoor recreation center is larger and more complex than the Community & Cultural Center
(C&CC), and in some ways more complex because of the locker room, the aquatic element and some of
the other elements. The subcommittee felt that the schedule was shortened, taking into account that the
time of year was not as critical for the indoor recreation center. In terms of usage, it was felt to be
important to have the facility completed in early spring or early summer for use by the community’s
youth.

Senior Project Manager Dumas indicated that he spoke with the Sports Management Group regarding
schedules for other similar projects. He stated that in a particular project, they were trying to accelerate
the schedule. He said that the indoor recreation center has an approximately three year schedule. In
talking to Lauren Livingston at Sports Management Group, this is about the average timeline for a
facility similar to this. It was belief that the schedule could be accelerated, but that it was felt that it
would be too much of a risk to develop an accelerated schedule.

Mayor Kennedy noted the length of design, including schematic design development and contract
documents is projected at 17-month. He said that this appears to be an excessive timeline. He felt that
there were ways to keep the design moving forward.

Mr. Dumas indicated that the timeline for the C&CC was 18-months (7 months schematic design, 4
months design development and 7 months contract documents). He noted that this that this project is
proposed at a 17-month schedule, an aggressive timeline.

Mayor Pro Tempore Chang felt that the C&CC turned out all right with an 18-month timeline. She noted
that this project would be a three segment project: youth, senior and indoor swimming facility.
Therefore, this would be a complicated project. She felt that a target completion date of May 2006 was
a good design time estimate.

Mayor Kennedy felt that the C&CC had a very long, drawn out design process. He felt that a winter
time completion date should be targeted.

Council Member Sellers said that a significant part of the drive of the process is Council decisions made
at each review. He indicated that the committee felt that it was important to include other individuals.
The committee recommends accelerating the committee and council’s review. It may be the case that
there may be relatively few changes and few reviews that take an excessively long time. He felt that the
timeline can be met or expedited, depending on how fast the Council can conduct its review. However,
the design of the center is critical to its success.

Mr. Struve informed the Council that the Parks and Recreation Commission met on May 20 and
recommended the appointment of three Commissioners to the subcommittee: Commissioners Page, Van
Keulen, and Kenney.

Mayor Kennedy supported the appointment of a representative from the Youth and Senior Advisory
Committees. He further recommended the appointment of an Architectural Review Board member. He
felt that inclusion of these members may possibly speed up the process.
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Mayor Kennedy opened the floor to public comment.

Cindy Gobin said that she was encouraged to hear that the City was willing to proceed with the
construction as quickly as possible. She felt that it was always better to spend a little more time and
money to do something right in the beginning. She inquired as to the difference between the $1.2
million gold level and $1/2 million silver LEED levels. She encouraged the City to work toward
achieving gold, if possible. She would support paying more money to construct the facility right in the
first place.

Mr. Struve indicated that the primary difference between achieving gold and silver levels are costs
upfront. However, there is a balance and tradeoff with the trade off being how much of the initial
investment the City would gain in the long term for reduction in maintenance and operational costs.

Council Member Sellers said that the Council will be spending time in a workshop setting to discuss the
LEED details as well as the cost trade offs. He said that this would be a step by step process. He said
that there is a formal LEED process to attain certification and that it was found, in previous projects, that
it was more ceremonial or would not apply as much to Morgan Hill projects. The Council is trying to
figure out the specific design elements that would provide the greatest benefit in Morgan Hill for this
specific project as a goal. He indicated that this would be a multi step process and that everyone will be
able to provide input as the project proceeds.

Action: On a motion by Council Member Carr and seconded by Council Member Sellers, the City
Council, on a 4-0 vote with Council Member Tate absent, Received Report and Approved
Subcommittee Recommendations.

Council Member Carr felt that it was a great idea to have the LEED workshop to discuss its benefits and
to determine whether the Council wants to make a commitment to achieving LEED certification. He
said that it may be that the Council may not want to make a commitment to LEED and that the Council
may wish to make a stronger commitment toward energy conservation, environmental protection in City
projects, or move toward the City’s own standard as a commitment. He indicated that he did not
understand the LEED process but that it seems to add a lot of cost. He was not sure if the Council has
seen what the benefits of LEED and that a tutorial workshop would help understand the benefits LEED.

Mr. Struve informed the Council that a LEED Charrette tutorial workshop will be held on June 12 from
9:00 a.m. — 1 p.m. at the C&CC.

10. BUSINESS TERMS FOR THE ACQUISITION OF 16200 VINEYARD BOULEVARD
FOR A POLICE FACILITY

Director of Business Assistance and Housing Services Toy presented the staff report.
Mayor Kennedy opened the public comment. No comments were offered.

Action: On a motion by Council Member Carr and seconded by Council Member Sellers, the City
Council, on a 4-0 with Council Member Tate absent, Approved the Business Terms and
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Directed the City Manager to Prepare and Negotiate the Necessary Agreements for the
Acquisition and Lease of 16200 Vineyard Boulevard.

FUTURE COUNCIL-INITIATED AGENDA ITEMS

No items were identified.

Redevelopment Agency and City Council Action

CLOSED SESSIONS:

Agency Counsel/City Attorney Leichter announced the below listed closed session items.

1.
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant Exposure to Initiation of Litigation

Authority: Government Code Sections 54956.9(b) & (c)
Number of Potential Cases: 2
2.
CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR:
Authority: Government Code Section 54957.6
Agency Negotiators: Ed Tewes, City Manager; Helene L. Leichter, City Attorney, Mary Kaye

Fisher, Human Resources Director

Employee Organization: AFSCME Local 101
Morgan Hill Community Service Officers Association
Morgan Hill Police Officers Association

Unrepresented Employees: Custodian/Building Maintenance Worker
Government Access Technician
Maintenance Worker Assistant
Utility Worker Assistant

Executive Management Group 1-A
Chief of Police
Director of Business Assistance & Housing Services
Director of Community Development
Director of Finance
Director of Public Works/City Engineer
Human Resources Director
Recreation and Community Services Manager
Assistant to the city Manager
Council Services and Records Manager

Middle Management Group 1-B
Police Captain
Deputy Director of Public Works
Assistant City Attorney
Assistant Director of Finance
Chief Building Official
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Human Resources Supervisor
Planning Manager

Senior Civil Engineer

Budget Manager

Business Assistance and Housing Services Manager
Police Support Services Supervisor
Senior Planner

Project Manager

Utility Systems Manager
Recreation Supervisor

Secretary to the City Manager

Confidential Non-Exempt Employees Group 1-C
Administrative Analyst
Secretary to the City Attorney
Accounting Technician
Human Resources Assistant

3.
EXISTING LITIGATION
Authority: Government Code section 54956.9(a)
Case Name/Number: Santa Teresa Citizen Action Group et al. v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (San Francisco Superior Court, CPF-02-50164).

4.
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
Pursuant to Government Code 54957
Public Employee Performance Evaluation: City Manager
Attendees: City Council, City Manager

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Chairperson/Mayor Kennedy opened the Closed Session items to public comment. No comments were
offered.

ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION

Chairperson/Mayor adjourned the meeting to Closed Session at 10:26 p.m.

RECONVENE

Chairperson/Mayor reconvened the meeting at 12:04 a.m.

CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT

Agency Counsel/City Attorney Leichter announced that no reportable action was taken in closed
session.
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, Chairperson/Mayor Kennedy adjourned the meeting at 12:05 a.m.

MINUTES RECORDED AND PREPARED BY:

IRMA TORREZ, AGENCY SECRETARY/CITY CLERK
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CITY OF MORGAN HILL A GENCY STAFF REPORT Prepared By:

MEETING DATE: June 18, 2003

2003/04 BUDGET WORKSHOP

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Submitted By:
Provide direction to staff concerning the proposed budget

Finance Director

City Manager

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: On May 23, the City Council and Redevelopment

Agency Board of Directors held a workshop for consideration of the proposed
2003/04 budget. Staff made certain presentations and the City Council asked for
certain additional information from staff. Responses are summarized below:

1) The City Council asked staff to provide a projected fund balance schedule for the General Fund if
the City were to pay all cash for a new police facility and to provide a list of all related costs. Exhibit A
shows that, with no debt financing and with payments from the Police Impact Fund to the General Fund
for new development’s share of the new police facility cost based upon impact fees that include an
interest rate component, the General Fund would still be spending $1.3 million more than it would be
realizing in revenue in 2007/08 ($20.2 million less $18.9 million), and would have a negative ($1.5
million) in total reserves at June 30, 2008. Exhibit B shows that, with debt financing, the General Fund
would instead be spending $1.4 million more than it would be realizing in revenue in 2007/08 ($20.4
million less $19.0 million), and would have $5.1 million in total reserves at June 30, 2008. Exhibit C
summarizes the estimated costs of a new police facility for both an all cash purchase and a partially debt
financed purchase. The proposed police impact fee methodology and proposed additional increase in
these fees will be discussed with the City Council in greater detail at a public hearing on June 18.

2) The City Council indicated that there should be further discussion of a possible survey concerning
what new revenues the local community would support for different levels of service. The attached
excerpt from the “Morgan Hill Residential Growth Control Survey” dated March 2003 (see Exhibit D)
includes the results of two questions related to the community’s support for new taxes. The analysis
shows that 55% of respondents would support a tax increase of $10 per month if the proceeds were used
to maintain police and fire protection and parks and recreation services, and that an additional 9% would
support the $10 increase if the proceeds were used to expand City services.

3) In response to the City Council’s request, the Business and Housing Director prepared a “White
Paper” which identifies the effects of potential State confiscations of Redevelopment Agency tax
increment under a one-time shift of funds and also under an alternative ongoing shift (see Exhibit E).

4) Exhibit F summarizes the components of the $2,042,572 increase in General Fund expenditures from
the amount proposed for 2003/04 to the amount projected in 2004/05.

5) In response to the City Council’s request to show what General Fund expenditure reduction would
be necessary in order to bring revenues into balance with expenditures by 2007/08, Exhibit G shows that
this balance would occur if $189,000 in annual expenditure reductions was made to the budget
beginning in 2003/04 and if all other assumptions in Exhibit B remained the same. This projected fund
balance schedule for the General Fund shows that both revenue and expenditure levels would be at
$19.4 million in 2007/08. Alternatively, Exhibit H shows that this balance, equal to $19.5 million,
between revenues and expenditures could occur if there were a one-time $824,000 reduction in
expenditures beginning in 2003/04.



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT A 6/5/2003
USING RESERVES TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
ASSUMING NEW POLICE IMPACT FEES
2001/02 through 2007/08

This schedule shows that, based upon a status quo budget that does not take the costs or revenues of
future projects into consideration, assuming that the General Fund pays $6.6 million in cash for a new
police facility in 2003/04, and assuming that payments from the Police Impact Fund to the General Fund
for new development's share of the cost of the new police facility will be based upon new impact fees that
include an interest cost component, total Fund Balance for the General Fund is projected to drop from
$10.7 million at 6/30/01 to a negative ($1.5 million) at 6/30/08. The projections generally assume, after
2003/04, a 3% increase in revenues and in expenditures. However, property taxes are projected to
increase an average of 5% a year beginning in 2004/05. Sales taxes are projected to increase 1% in
2003/04, followed by 5% annual increases. Transient occupancy taxes are projected to increase by 2% in
2003/04, followed by 8% annual increases.as the economy returns to normalcy and hotels realize higher
occupancy rates. The analysis does not assume any new funding sources or the addition of any major
sales tax producers and does not factor in new employee positions or funding of currently unfunded
positions after 2002/03 except that 4 new Aquatics related positions are reflected beginning in 2003/04.
Potential future costs for Fire Master Plan Implementation, Community Indoor Recreation Center
operatons, City Hall expansion, and expanded parks maintenance are not included in costs.

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08

Beginning Balance ~ 10,651,443 11,232,426 10,633,441 3,732,772 2,390,073 1,095,177 (171,527)
Revenues & Trnfrs In 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,050,523 16,851,065 17,521,500 18,195,897 18,886,840
Exps/Trnsfers Out(7) (14,853,549) (15,958,276) (22,951,192) (18,193,764) (18,816,395) (19,462,601) (20,186,690)

Ending Balance 11,232,426 10,633,441 3,732,772 2,390,073 1,095,177 (171,527) (1,471,378)

Less: Designations™ 3382000 7,199,126 7,290,615 7,814,364 8,082,056 8,351,318 8,627,184
Undesg Fd Balance _7,850,426 _ 3,434,315 _(3,557,843) _(5,424,291) _(6.986,879) _(8,522,845) (10,098,562)




GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT A 6/5/2003
USING RESERVES TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
ASSUMING NEW POLICE IMPACT FEES
2001/02 through 2007/08

REVENUE DETAIL 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
TAXES:
Property Tax 2,167,507 2,113,681 2,172,200 2,280,810 2,394,851 2,514,593 2,640,323
Sales Tax 4,870,294 4,600,000 4,650,000 4,882,500 5,126,625 5,382,956 5,652,104
TOT Tax 931,716 873,000 890,000 961,200 1,038,096 1,121,144 1,210,835
Franchise Fees 954,641 983,797 961,180 990,015 1,019,716 1,050,307 1,081,817
Pub Sfty Sales Tax 289,705 270,000 273,000 286,650 300,983 316,032 331,833
Property Trnsfr Tax 267,399 260,000 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632 301,411
TOTAL TAXES 9,481,262 9,100,478 9,214,180 9,677,009 10,164,379 10,677,664 11,218,323
LICENSES/PERMITS 205,595 196,721 202,600 208,678 214,938 221,386 228,028
REVENUE FROM OTHER AGENCIES:
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu 1,904,697 2,020,000 2,080,000 2,142,400 2,206,672 2,272,872 2,341,058
Other 254,706 111,852 271,900 280,057 288,459 297,112 306,026
TOTAL REV-AGNS 2,159,403 2,131,852 2,351,900 2,422,457 2,495,131 2,569,985 2,647,084
FINES/PENALTIES 108,962 88,000 90,700 93,421 96,224 99,110 102,084
CHARGES - CURRENT SERVICES:
Recrtn/CCC Classes 40,718 156,883 264,951 272,900 281,087 289,519 298,205
Aquatics Revenue(2) - - 73,833 733,500 763,750 794,000 817,820
Gen Admin Overhd 1,575,484 1,855,937 2,007,978 2,068,217 2,130,264 2,194,172 2,259,997
Other Charges 313,400 234,775 243,975 251,294 258,833 266,598 274,596
TOTAL CUR SRVS 1,929,602 2,247,595 2,590,737 3,325,911 3,433,933 3,544,289 3,650,618
Interest earnings 586,674 418,159 234,422 157,638 87,497 24,344 (39,946)
Police Impact Principal
Police Impact Interest 42,248 121,031 153,337 160,516 167,893
CCC/Gavilan Rent - 169,709 367,550 378,577 389,934 401,632 413,681
Other Rentals 41,412 105,200 108,000 126,261 144,093 152,926 152,959
Other 53,350 40,102 24,200 24,926 25,674 26,444 27,237
TOTAL OTH REVS 681,436 733,170 776,420 808,433 800,535 765,861 721,824
TRANSFERS IN
Park Maintenance 100,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Sewer/Water/Other 263,235 35,000 38,986 40,156 41,360 42,601 43,879
Public Safety 505,037 270,000 273,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Community Rec Ctrs 456,475 312,000 - - - -
TOTAL TRFRS IN 868,272 861,475 823,986 315,156 316,360 317,601 318,879

TOTAL REVS/XFRS 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,050,523 16,851,065 _17,521,500 _18,195,897 _18,886,840



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT A 6/5/2003
USING RESERVES TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
ASSUMING NEW POLICE IMPACT FEES
2001/02 through 2007/08

EXPENDITURES: 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
City Council 205,837 237,452 225,942 232,720 239,702 246,893 254,300
City Clerk 412,451 297,425 373,250 384,448 395,981 407,860 420,096
City Mngr/Cable TV 530,387 552,277 542,974 559,263 576,041 593,322 611,122
Recreation 555,522 512,128 455,503 469,168 483,243 497,740 512,673
Community & Cul Ctr. - 763,853 1,155,331 1,189,991 1,225,691 1,262,461 1,300,335
Aquatics(2) - - 273,890 921,000 893,500 866,000 891,980
Police 5,946,049 6,103,419 6,740,507 7,032,882 7,241,164 7,455,694 7,676,660
Fire 3,559,610 3,623,938 3,745,220 3,857,577 3,973,304 4,092,503 4,215,278
City Attorney 702,577 740,748 615,917 634,395 653,426 673,029 693,220
Medical Services 192,526 120,000 - - - - -
Finance 1,035,844 1,036,803 889,206 915,882 943,359 971,659 1,000,809
Human Resources 537,155 599,501 617,129 635,643 654,712 674,354 694,584
Park Maintenance 649,472 833,732 810,323 869,014 894,053 919,843 946,407
Police Facility Cost - - 6,600,000 - - - -
PERS Rates(3) - - 588,602 741,945 903,958 1,075,024
Less: 1% salary savings (94,000) (96,820) (99,725) (102,716) (105,798)
Total Expenditures 14,327,430 15,421,276 22,951,192 18,193,764 18,816,395 19,462,601 20,186,690
Transfers Out
Street Maintenance 270,000 377,000 - - - - -
Building Maint/Other 56,119 - - - - - -
General Plan Update - 60,000 - - - - -
Community Center 200,000 100,000 - - - - -
Total Transfers Out 526,119 537,000 - - - - -

TOTAL EXPS/TRFS

14,853,549 15,958,276 22,951,192 18,193,764 18.816.395 19,462,601 _20,186.690

(1) Cost of acquiring/building a new police station reflects the timing of construction shown in the proposed
Capital Improvement Plan

(2) Annual revenue and operating costs for Aquatics Center for fiscal years beginning 2004/05 were based

upon a Sports Management Group (SMG) study as follows:

2004/05: SMG high costs & low revenue estimates
2005/06: Average of 2004/05 and 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates
2006/07: Average of 2004/05 through 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates

(3) PERS Rate changes are in addition to annual $297,618 PERS increase beginning in fiscal year 2003/04

(4) Beginning in 2002/03, designations include a general reserve of 20%, an emergencies reserve of

10%, and an economic uncertainty reserve of 10%, all based upon estimated revenues (not including
transfers in.) In addition, the City Council has directed that $200,000 of these reserves be used for the
Aquatics Center start-up in 2003/04 and has designated an additional $1.4 million for the Fire Master Plan

Implementation.

(5) Projected expenditures for 2002/03 include $222,404 for prior year carry-over encumbrances and
for prior year projects rebudgeted in 2002/03



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT B 5/14/2003
USING PARTIAL DEBT FINANCING TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
2001/02 through 2007/08

This schedule shows that, based upon a status quo budget that does not take the costs or revenues of
future projects into consideration, total Fund Balance for the General Fund is projected to drop from $10.7
million at 6/30/01 to $5.1 million at 6/30/08. The projections generally assume, after 2003/04, a 3%
increase in revenues and in expenditures. However, property taxes are projected to increase an average
of 5% a year beginning in 2004/05. Sales taxes are projected to increase 1% in 2003/04, followed by 5%
annual increases. Transient occupancy taxes are projected to increase by 2% in 2003/04, followed by 8%
annual increases.as the economy returns to normalcy and hotels realize higher occupancy rates. The
analysis does not assume any new funding sources or the addition of any major sales tax producers and
does not factor in new employee positions or funding of currently unfunded positions after 2002/03 except
that 4 new Aquatics related positions are reflected beginning in 2003/04. Potential future costs for Fire
Master Plan Implementation, Community Indoor Recreation Center operatons, City Hall expansion, and
expanded parks maintenance are not included in costs. If local revenue sources are insufficient, then
new sources may need to be considered and/or expenditure levels may need to be reduced.

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
Beginning Balance 10,651,443 11,232,426 10,633,441 10,356,102 _ 9,017,233 7,699,003 6,399,939
Revenues & Trnfrs In 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,073,853 17,054,896 17,698,166 18,363,537 19,043,893
Exps/Trnsfers Out(7) (14,853,549) (15,958,276) (16,351,192) (18,393,764) (19,016,395) (19,662,601) (20,386,690)

Ending Balance 11,232,426 10,633,441 10,356,102 9,017,233 7,699,003 6,399,939 5,057,142

Less: Designations'” 3382000 7,199,126 7,299,947 7,895896 8,152,722 8,418,374 8,690,006
Undesg Fd Balance _ 7,850,426 _ 3,434,315 _ 3,056,155 _ 1,121,337 (453,719) _(2,018,435) _(3,632,864)




REVENUE DETAIL
TAXES:

Property Tax

Sales Tax

TOT Tax

Franchise Fees
Pub Sfty Sales Tax
Property Trnsfr Tax

TOTAL TAXES

LICENSES/PERMITS

REVENUE FROM OTHER AGENCIES:

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu
Other

TOTAL REV-AGNS

FINES/PENALTIES

CHARGES - CURRENT SERVICES:

Recrtn/CCC Classes
Aquatics Revenue(2)
Gen Admin Overhd
Other Charges

TOTAL CUR SRVS

Interest earnings
CCC/Gavilan Rent
Other Rentals
Other

TOTAL OTH REVS

TRANSFERS IN
Park Maintenance
Sewer/Water/Other
Public Safety
Community Rec Ctrs

TOTAL TRFRS IN

GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT B 5/14/2003
USING PARTIAL DEBT FINANCING TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
2001/02 through 2007/08

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
2,167,507 2,113,681 2,172,200 2,280,810 2,394,851 2,514,593 2,640,323
4,870,294 4,600,000 4,650,000 4,882,500 5,126,625 5,382,956 5,652,104
931,716 873,000 890,000 961,200 1,038,096 1,121,144 1,210,835
954,641 983,797 961,180 990,015 1,019,716 1,050,307 1,081,817
289,705 270,000 273,000 286,650 300,983 316,032 331,833
267,399 260,000 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632 301,411
9,481,262 9,100,478 9,214,180 9,677,009 10,164,379 10,677,664 11,218,323
205,595 196,721 202,600 208,678 214,938 221,386 228,028
1,904,697 2,020,000 2,080,000 2,142,400 2,206,672 2,272,872 2,341,058
254,706 111,852 271,900 280,057 288,459 297,112 306,026
2,159,403 2,131,852 2,351,900 2,422,457 2,495,131 2,569,985 2,647,084
108,962 88,000 90,700 93,421 96,224 99,110 102,084
40,718 156,883 264,951 272,900 281,087 289,519 298,205

- - 73,833 733,500 763,750 794,000 817,820
1,575,484 1,855,937 2,007,978 2,068,217 2,130,264 2,194,172 2,259,997
313,400 234,775 243,975 251,294 258,833 266,598 274,596
1,929,602 2,247,595 2,590,737 3,325,911 3,433,933 3,544,289 3,650,618
586,674 418,159 300,000 482,500 417,500 352,500 285,000

- 169,709 367,550 378,577 389,934 401,632 413,681
41,412 105,200 108,000 126,261 144,093 152,926 152,959
53,350 40,102 24,200 24,926 25,674 26,444 27,237
681,436 733,170 799,750 1,012,263 977,200 933,501 878,877
100,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
263,235 35,000 38,986 40,156 41,360 42,601 43,879
505,037 270,000 273,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000

456,475 312,000 - - - -

868,272 861,475 823,986 315,156 316,360 317,601 318,879
15,359,291 16,073,853 17,054,896 _17,698,166 _18,363,537 _19,043.893

TOTAL REVS/XFRS 15,434,532



EXPENDITURES:
City Council

City Clerk

City Mngr/Cable TV
Recreation

Community & Cul Ctr,

Aquatics(2)

Police

Fire

City Attorney
Medical Services
Finance

Human Resources
Park Maintenance
Police Debt Serv(1)
PERS Rates(3)

Less: 1% salary savings

Total Expenditures

Transfers Out
Street Maintenance
Building Maint/Other
General Plan Update
Community Center

Total Transfers Out

GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT B 5/14/2003
USING PARTIAL DEBT FINANCING TO PAY FOR COST OF NEW POLICE FACILITY
2001/02 through 2007/08
(5)
2001/02 2002/03 2003/04  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
205,837 237,452 225,942 232,720 239,702 246,893 254,300
412,451 297,425 373,250 384,448 395,981 407,860 420,096
530,387 552,277 542,974 559,263 576,041 593,322 611,122
555,522 512,128 455,503 469,168 483,243 497,740 512,673
- 763,853 1,155,331 1,189,991 1,225,691 1,262,461 1,300,335
- - 273,890 921,000 893,500 866,000 891,980
5,946,049 6,103,419 6,740,507 7,032,882 7,241,164 7,455,694 7,676,660
3,559,610 3,623,938  3,745220 3,857,577 3,973,304 4,092,503 4,215,278
702,577 740,748 615,917 634,395 653,426 673,029 693,220
192,526 120,000 - - - - -
1,035,844 1,036,803 889,206 915,882 943,359 971,659 1,000,809
537,155 599,501 617,129 635,643 654,712 674,354 694,584
649,472 833,732 810,323 869,014 894,053 919,843 946,407
; - - 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
- - 588,602 741,945 903,958 1,075,024
(94,000)  (96,820)  (99,725)  (102,716)  (105,798)
14,327,430 15,421,276 16,351,192 18,393,764 19,016,395 19,662,601 20,386,690
270,000 377,000 - - - - -
56,119 - - - - - -

- 60,000 - - - - -
200,000 100,000 - - - - -
526,119 537,000 - - - - -

14,853,549 15958276 16,351,192 _18,393.764 19,016,395 _19.662,601 20,386,690

TOTAL EXPS/TRFS

(1) Cost of acquiring/building a new police station reflect the portion of debt service to be paid by the General
Fund and reflect the timing of construction shown in the proposed Capital Improvement Plan

(2) Annual revenue and operating costs for Aquatics Center for fiscal years beginning 2004/05 were based

upon a Sports Management Group (SMG) study as follows:

2004/05: SMG high costs & low revenue estimates
2005/06: Average of 2004/05 and 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates
2006/07: Average of 2004/05 through 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates

(3) PERS Rate changes are in addition to annual $297,618 PERS increase beginning in fiscal year 2003/04

(4) Beginning in 2002/03, designations include a general reserve of 20%, an emergencies reserve of

10%, and an economic uncertainty reserve of 10%, all based upon estimated revenues (not including
transfers in.) In addition, the City Council has directed that $200,000 of these reserves be used for the
Aquatics Center start-up in 2003/04 and has designated an additional $1.4 million for the Fire Master Plan

Implementation.

(5) Projected expenditures for 2002/03 include $222,404 for prior year carry-over encumbrances and
for prior year projects rebudgeted in 2002/03



polcosts

ACQUISITION/CONSTRUCTION COST
FURNITURE, FIXTURES, & EQUIPMENT
UP FRONT FINANCING COSTS

TOTAL UP FRONT COSTS

ADDITIONAL NET INTEREST COST OVER 30 YEARS
TOTAL COSTS OVER TIME

SOURCES OF FUNDING:

$1.2 MILLION PAYMENT FROM
AVAILABLE POLICE IMPACT FEES

$1.7 MILLION PAYMENT FROM SALE OF
LAND TO RDA FOR LIBRARY

GENERAL FUND

FUTURE POLICE IMPACT FEES

TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDING

* Of the $6.6 million paid up front by the General Fund, future police impact

ESTIMATED POLICE FACILITY COSTS

6/11/2003

ALL CASH
PURCHASE

8,600,000
900,000

9,500,000

0
9,500,000

1,200,000

1,700,000
6,600,000

9,500,000

PARTIAL
DEBT
FINANCING

8,600,000
900,000
700,000

10,200,000

5,277,408
15,477,408

1,200,000

1,700,000
5,934,837
6,642,571
15,477,408

fees collected will repay the General Fund $3,486,500 plus interest over 30 years

EXHIBIT C



COMPONENTS OF PROJECTED INCREASE IN GENERAL FUND COSTS

FROM 2003/04 TO 2004/05

Cost Component

PERS retirement cost increase

police station debt service

vehicle replacement charges

full year of Aquatics Complex operatio
3% inflation for departmental costs

Total Increase in Costs

Increase in
Projected
Costs from
2003/04 to
2004/05

588,602
200,000
124,541
647,110
482,319

2,042,572

4,085,144

2,042,572

EXHIBIT F



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT G 6/5/2003
$189,000 ADDITIONAL ANNUAL COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08

This schedule shows that, based upon a status quo budget that does not take the costs or revenues of
future projects into consideration, total Fund Balance for the General Fund is projected to drop from $10.7
million at 6/30/01 to $8.7 million at 6/30/08, which is projected to result in a balance between revenues
and expenditures in 2007/08. The projections generally assume, after 2003/04, a 3% increase in
revenues and in expenditures, but deduct a lump sum $189,000 from expenditure totals in each year from
2003/04 through 2007/08 without specifying where those cuts would fall. However, property taxes are
projected to increase an average of 5% a year beginning in 2004/05. Sales taxes are projected to increase
1% in 2003/04, followed by 5% annual increases. Transient occupancy taxes are projected to increase by
2% in 2003/04, followed by 8% annual increases.as the economy returns to normalcy and hotels realize
higher occupancy rates. The analysis does not assume any new funding sources or the addition of any
major sales tax producers and does not factor in new employee positions or funding of currently unfunded
positions after 2002/03 except that 4 new Aquatics related positions are reflected beginning in 2003/04.
Potential costs for Fire Master Plan Implementation, Community Indoor Recreation Center operatons,
City Hall expansion, and expanded parks maintenance are not included in costs.

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08

Beginning Balance 10,651,443 11,232,426 10,633,441 10,550,772 _ 9,624,207 _ 9,012,999 8,732,019
Revenues & Trnfrs In 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,079,523 17,083,529 17,821,008 18,590,915 19,388,942
Exps/Trnsfers Out(7) (14,853,549) (15,958,276) (16,162,192) (18,010,094) (18,432,215) (18,871,896) (19,383,264)

Ending Balance 11,232,426 10,633,441 10,550,772 9,624,207 9,012,999 8,732,019 8,737,697

Less: Designations™ 3382000 7,199,126 7,302,215 7,907,349 8,201,859 8,509,325 8,828,025
Undesg Fd Balance _ 7,850,426 _ 3,434,315 _ 3,248,557 _ 1,716,857 811,140 222,693 (90,328)

$189,000 Annual Cost Reductions

$22 000,000

$20,000,000 -

$18,000,000

$16,000,000

$14,000,000

—p—Revenues

$12,000,000 = m -Baseline Expenditure

—ai —$129,000 Annual Cost Reductions

$10,000,000 T T T T T T
Fy 0102 FYy 0203 FY 0304 FY 04105 FY 05106 FY 08107 FY 07108



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT G 6/5/2003
$189,000 ADDITIONAL ANNUAL COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08

REVENUE DETAIL 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
TAXES:
Property Tax 2,167,507 2,113,681 2,172,200 2,280,810 2,394,851 2,514,593 2,640,323
Sales Tax 4,870,294 4,600,000 4,650,000 4,882,500 5,126,625 5,382,956 5,652,104
TOT Tax 931,716 873,000 890,000 961,200 1,038,096 1,121,144 1,210,835
Franchise Fees 954,641 983,797 961,180 990,015 1,019,716 1,050,307 1,081,817
Pub Sfty Sales Tax 289,705 270,000 273,000 286,650 300,983 316,032 331,833
Property Trnsfr Tax 267,399 260,000 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632 301,411
TOTAL TAXES 9,481,262 9,100,478 9,214,180 9,677,009 10,164,379 10,677,664 11,218,323
LICENSES/PERMITS 205,595 196,721 202,600 208,678 214,938 221,386 228,028
REVENUE FROM OTHER AGENCIES:
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu 1,904,697 2,020,000 2,080,000 2,142,400 2,206,672 2,272,872 2,341,058
Other 254,706 111,852 271,900 280,057 288,459 297,112 306,026
TOTAL REV-AGNS 2,159,403 2,131,852 2,351,900 2,422,457 2,495,131 2,569,985 2,647,084
FINES/PENALTIES 108,962 88,000 90,700 93,421 96,224 99,110 102,084
CHARGES - CURRENT SERVICES:
Recrtn/CCC Classes 40,718 156,883 264,951 272,900 281,087 289,519 298,205
Aquatics Revenue(2) - - 73,833 733,500 763,750 794,000 817,820
Gen Admin Overhd 1,575,484 1,855,937 2,007,978 2,068,217 2,130,264 2,194,172 2,259,997
Other Charges 313,400 234,775 243,975 251,294 258,833 266,598 274,596
TOTAL CUR SRVS 1,929,602 2,247,595 2,590,737 3,325,911 3,433,933 3,544,289 3,650,618
Interest earnings 586,674 418,159 305,670 511,134 540,343 579,878 630,049
CCC/Gavilan Rent - 169,709 367,550 378,577 389,934 401,632 413,681
Other Rentals 41,412 105,200 108,000 126,261 144,093 152,926 152,959
Other 53,350 40,102 24,200 24,926 25,674 26,444 27,237
TOTAL OTH REVS 681,436 733,170 805,420 1,040,897 1,100,043 1,160,879 1,223,926
TRANSFERS IN
Park Maintenance 100,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Sewer/Water/Other 263,235 35,000 38,986 40,156 41,360 42,601 43,879
Public Safety 505,037 270,000 273,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Community Rec Ctrs 456,475 312,000 - - - -
TOTAL TRFRS IN 868,272 861,475 823,986 315,156 316,360 317,601 318,879
TOTAL REVS/XFRS 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,079,523 17,083,529 17,821,008 18,590,915 _19,388,942



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT G 6/5/2003
$189,000 ADDITIONAL ANNUAL COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08
(5)

EXPENDITURES: 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
City Council 205,837 237,452 225,942 232,720 239,702 246,893 254,300
City Clerk 412,451 297,425 373,250 384,448 395,981 407,860 420,096
City Mngr/Cable TV 530,387 552,277 542,974 559,263 576,041 593,322 611,122
Recreation 555,522 512,128 455,503 469,168 483,243 497,740 512,673
Community & Cul Ctr, - 763,853 1,155,331 1,189,991 1,225,691 1,262,461 1,300,335
Aquatics(2) - - 273,890 921,000 893,500 866,000 891,980
Police 5,946,049 6,103,419 6,740,507 7,032,882 7,241,164 7,455,694 7,676,660
Fire 3,559,610 3,623,938 3,745,220 3,857,577 3,973,304 4,092,503 4,215,278
City Attorney 702,577 740,748 615,917 634,395 653,426 673,029 693,220
Medical Services 192,526 120,000 - - - - -
Finance 1,035,844 1,036,803 889,206 915,882 943,359 971,659 1,000,809
Human Resources 537,155 599,501 617,129 635,643 654,712 674,354 694,584
Park Maintenance 649,472 833,732 810,323 869,014 894,053 919,843 946,407
Police Debt Serv(1) - - - 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
PERS Rates(3) - - 588,602 741,945 903,958 1,075,024
Additional cost reductions (189,000) (383,670) (584,180) (790,706) (1,003,427)
Less: 1% salary savings (94,000) (96,820) (99,725) (102,716) (105,798)
Total Expenditures 14,327,430 15,421,276 16,162,192 18,010,094 18,432,215 18,871,896 19,383,264
Transfers Out
Street Maintenance 270,000 377,000 - - - - -
Building Maint/Other 56,119 - - - - - -
General Plan Update - 60,000 - - - - -
Community Center 200,000 100,000 - - - - -
Total Transfers Out 526,119 537,000 - - - - -
TOTAL EXPS/TRFS 14,853,549 15,958,276 16,162,192 18,010,094 18,432,215 18,871,896 19,383,264

(1) Cost of acquiring/building a new police station reflect the portion of debt service to be paid by the General
Fund and reflect the timing of construction shown in the proposed Capital Improvement Plan

(2) Annual revenue and operating costs for Aquatics Center for fiscal years beginning 2004/05 were based

upon a Sports Management Group (SMG) study as follows:

2004/05: SMG high costs & low revenue estimates
2005/06: Average of 2004/05 and 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates
2006/07: Average of 2004/05 through 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates

(3) PERS Rate changes are in addition to annual $297,618 PERS increase beginning in fiscal year 2003/04

(4) Beginning in 2002/03, designations include a general reserve of 20%, an emergencies reserve of

10%, and an economic uncertainty reserve of 10%, all based upon estimated revenues (not including
transfers in.) In addition, the City Council has directed that $200,000 of these reserves be used for the
Aquatics Center start-up in 2003/04 and has designated an additional $1.4 million for the Fire Master Plan

Implementation.

(5) Projected expenditures for 2002/03 include $222,404 for prior year carry-over encumbrances and
for prior year projects rebudgeted in 2002/03



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT H 6/5/2003
$824,000 ADDITIONAL 03/04 COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08

This schedule shows that, based upon a status quo budget that does not take the costs or revenues of
future projects into consideration, total Fund Balance for the General Fund is projected to drop from $10.7
million at 6/30/01 to $10.5 million at 6/30/08, which is projected to result in a balance between revenues
and expenditures in 2007/08. The projections generally assume, after 2003/04, a 3% increase in
revenues and in expenditures, but deduct a lump sum $824,000 from expenditure totals in 2003/04
without specifying where those cuts would fall.. However, property taxes are projected to increase an
average of 5% a year beginning in 2004/05. Sales taxes are projected to increase 1% in 2003/04, followed
by 5% annual increases. Transient occupancy taxes are projected to increase by 2% in 2003/04, followed
by 8% annual increases.as the economy returns to normalcy and hotels realize higher occupancy rates.
The analysis does not assume any new funding sources or the addition of any major sales tax producers
and does not factor in new employee positions or funding of currently unfunded positions after 2002/03
except that 4 new Aquatics related positions are reflected beginning in 2003/04. Potential future costs for
Fire Master Plan Implementation, Community Indoor Recreation Center operatons, City Hall expansion,
and expanded parks maintenance are not included in costs.

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08

Beginning Balance 10,651,443 11,232,426 10,633,441 11,204,822 10,798,309 10,546,606 10,450,314
Revenues & Trnfrs In 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,098,573 17,138,532 17,890,511 18,665,902 19,460,129
Exps/Trnsfers Out(7) (14,853,549) (15,958,276) (15,527,192) (17,545,044) (18,142,214) (18,762,194) (19,459,271)

Ending Balance 11,232,426 10,633,441 11,204,822 10,798,309 10,546,606 10,450,314 10,451,172

Less: Designations™ 3382000 7,199,126 7,309,835 7,929,350 8,229,660 8,539,321 8,856,500
Undesg Fd Balance _7,850,426 _ 3,434,315 _ 3,894,987 _ 2,868,959 _ 2,316,946 _ 1,910,994 _ 1,594,672

$824 000 One-Time Cost
Reduction

£22,000,000

£20,000,000

$18,000,000

£16,000,000

$14,000,000

—4—Revenues

£12,000,000 = m =-Baseline Expenditure

—k = 5824000 Cost Reductions

$10,000,000 . . . . : ;
FY 01/02 FY 02103 FY 03104 FY 04/05 FY 05106 F 0607 FY O7/08



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT H 6/5/2003
$824,000 ADDITIONAL 03/04 COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08

REVENUE DETAIL 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
TAXES:
Property Tax 2,167,507 2,113,681 2,172,200 2,280,810 2,394,851 2,514,593 2,640,323
Sales Tax 4,870,294 4,600,000 4,650,000 4,882,500 5,126,625 5,382,956 5,652,104
TOT Tax 931,716 873,000 890,000 961,200 1,038,096 1,121,144 1,210,835
Franchise Fees 954,641 983,797 961,180 990,015 1,019,716 1,050,307 1,081,817
Pub Sfty Sales Tax 289,705 270,000 273,000 286,650 300,983 316,032 331,833
Property Trnsfr Tax 267,399 260,000 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632 301,411
TOTAL TAXES 9,481,262 9,100,478 9,214,180 9,677,009 10,164,379 10,677,664 11,218,323
LICENSES/PERMITS 205,595 196,721 202,600 208,678 214,938 221,386 228,028
REVENUE FROM OTHER AGENCIES:
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu 1,904,697 2,020,000 2,080,000 2,142,400 2,206,672 2,272,872 2,341,058
Other 254,706 111,852 271,900 280,057 288,459 297,112 306,026
TOTAL REV-AGNS 2,159,403 2,131,852 2,351,900 2,422,457 2,495,131 2,569,985 2,647,084
FINES/PENALTIES 108,962 88,000 90,700 93,421 96,224 99,110 102,084
CHARGES - CURRENT SERVICES:
Recrtn/CCC Classes 40,718 156,883 264,951 272,900 281,087 289,519 298,205
Aquatics Revenue(2) - - 73,833 733,500 763,750 794,000 817,820
Gen Admin Overhd 1,575,484 1,855,937 2,007,978 2,068,217 2,130,264 2,194,172 2,259,997
Other Charges 313,400 234,775 243,975 251,294 258,833 266,598 274,596
TOTAL CUR SRVS 1,929,602 2,247,595 2,590,737 3,325,911 3,433,933 3,544,289 3,650,618
Interest earnings 586,674 418,159 324,720 566,136 609,845 654,865 701,236
CCC/Gavilan Rent - 169,709 367,550 378,577 389,934 401,632 413,681
Other Rentals 41,412 105,200 108,000 126,261 144,093 152,926 152,959
Other 53,350 40,102 24,200 24,926 25,674 26,444 27,237
TOTAL OTH REVS 681,436 733,170 824,470 1,095,899 1,169,545 1,235,867 1,295,114
TRANSFERS IN
Park Maintenance 100,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Sewer/Water/Other 263,235 35,000 38,986 40,156 41,360 42,601 43,879
Public Safety 505,037 270,000 273,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Community Rec Ctrs 456,475 312,000 - - - -
TOTAL TRFRS IN 868,272 861,475 823,986 315,156 316,360 317,601 318,879
TOTAL REVS/XFRS 15,434,532 15,359,291 16,098,573 17,138,532 17,890,511 18,665,902 19,460,129



GENERAL FUND BALANCE PROJECTIONS EXHIBIT H 6/5/2003
$824,000 ADDITIONAL 03/04 COST REDUCTION
WHICH RESULTS IN A BALANCE BETWEEN REVENUES & COSTS AT 2007/08
2001/02 through 2007/08
(5)

EXPENDITURES: 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
City Council 205,837 237,452 225,942 232,720 239,702 246,893 254,300
City Clerk 412,451 297,425 373,250 384,448 395,981 407,860 420,096
City Mngr/Cable TV 530,387 552,277 542,974 559,263 576,041 593,322 611,122
Recreation 555,522 512,128 455,503 469,168 483,243 497,740 512,673
Community & Cul Ctr, - 763,853 1,155,331 1,189,991 1,225,691 1,262,461 1,300,335
Aquatics(2) - - 273,890 921,000 893,500 866,000 891,980
Police 5,946,049 6,103,419 6,740,507 7,032,882 7,241,164 7,455,694 7,676,660
Fire 3,559,610 3,623,938 3,745,220 3,857,577 3,973,304 4,092,503 4,215,278
City Attorney 702,577 740,748 615,917 634,395 653,426 673,029 693,220
Medical Services 192,526 120,000 - - - - -
Finance 1,035,844 1,036,803 889,206 915,882 943,359 971,659 1,000,809
Human Resources 537,155 599,501 617,129 635,643 654,712 674,354 694,584
Park Maintenance 649,472 833,732 810,323 869,014 894,053 919,843 946,407
Police Debt Serv(1) - - - 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
PERS Rates(3) - - 588,602 741,945 903,958 1,075,024
Additional cost reductions (824,000) (848,720) (874,182) (900,407) (927,419)
Less: 1% salary savings (94,000) (96,820) (99,725) (102,716) (105,798)
Total Expenditures 14,327,430 15,421,276 15,527,192 17,545,044 18,142,214 18,762,194 19,459,271
Transfers Out
Street Maintenance 270,000 377,000 - - - - -
Building Maint/Other 56,119 - - - - - -
General Plan Update - 60,000 - - - - -
Community Center 200,000 100,000 - - - - -
Total Transfers Out 526,119 537,000 - - - - -
TOTAL EXPS/TRFS 14,853,549 15,958,276 15,527,192 17,545,044 18,142,214 18,762,194 19,459,271

(1) Cost of acquiring/building a new police station reflect the portion of debt service to be paid by the General
Fund and reflect the timing of construction shown in the proposed Capital Improvement Plan

(2) Annual revenue and operating costs for Aquatics Center for fiscal years beginning 2004/05 were based

upon a Sports Management Group (SMG) study as follows:

2004/05: SMG high costs & low revenue estimates
2005/06: Average of 2004/05 and 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates
2006/07: Average of 2004/05 through 2006/07 SMG cost & revenue estimates

(3) PERS Rate changes are in addition to annual $297,618 PERS increase beginning in fiscal year 2003/04

(4) Beginning in 2002/03, designations include a general reserve of 20%, an emergencies reserve of

10%, and an economic uncertainty reserve of 10%, all based upon estimated revenues (not including
transfers in.) In addition, the City Council has directed that $200,000 of these reserves be used for the
Aquatics Center start-up in 2003/04 and has designated an additional $1.4 million for the Fire Master Plan

Implementation.

(5) Projected expenditures for 2002/03 include $222,404 for prior year carry-over encumbrances and
for prior year projects rebudgeted in 2002/03



CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT Agenda Item # 3

CITY OF MORGAN HILL MEETING DATE: June 1 ], 2003 Prepared By:
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM Finance Director
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Submitted By:

Provide direction to staff concerning the proposed Capital Improvement Program

City Manager

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: On May 23, the City Council and Redevelopment
Agency Board of Directors held a workshop for consideration of the proposed
2003/04 through 2007/08 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Staff made certain presentations and the
City Council asked for certain additional information from staff. Responses are summarized below:

1) The City Council inquired as to how and if all capital projects are funded. Exhibit A summarizes
$44 million in projects for which the funding is based on future funding, or lack of funding,
assumptions.

2) As additional information, the Public Works Director analyzed the timing projected for the Indoor
Recreation Center, Permanent Skate and BMX Park, and New Fire Station, since they are interrelated by
the land they currently/will occupy. The Indoor Recreation Center property will host the Permanent
Skateboard and BMX Park, and the Interim Skate and BMX Park occupies the land for the New Fire
Station. The interim Skateboard Park is constructed of wood materials and the manufacturer suggests it
will last approximately five years; it was installed in 1999, so we anticipate it will last through the 05/06
fiscal year. The CIP anticipates designing the Permanent site about the time we are in the middle of the
IRC construction, or 05/06. Construction would occur in 06/07, but this project is substantially under-
funded and assumes partnerships with community partners for design and construction funding. The
New Fire Station is proposed for design in 07/08, with construction outside the 5 year CIP time frame,
mainly dependent on the identification of additional operating revenues.

3) Exhibit B presents the Public Works Director’s summary of comments about the CIP by both the
Planning Commission and the Parks and Recreation Commission. The Planning Commission approved
the CIP, and determined that it is consistent with the General Plan, with certain caveats, as explained in
the summary.

FISCAL IMPACT: as presented



CIP Projects Based on Future Funding Assumptions

Project Funding Assumption FY 03/04 FY 04/05 FY05/06 FY06/07 FY07/08 Combined

Butterfield Boulevard Linear Park TEA Grants 460,000 460,000
West Little Llagas Creek Trail STP/Meas B Grant 1,430,000 1,430,000
West Little Llagas Creek Trail TDA Article 3 Grant 50,000 50,000
Permanent Skateboard & BMX Park Undetermined 70,000 710,000 780,000
Community Park Improvements Prop 40 Per Capita Grant 220,000 220,000
El Toro Youth Center Section 108 Loans 100,000 1,100,000 1,200,000
El Toro Open Space Open Space Authority - MH Share 100,000 100,000
El Toro Open Space Open Space Authority Grant 500,000 500,000
El Toro Open Space Open Space Funds - TDC 234,000 234,000
El Toro Open Space Sale of Buildable Resid. Lots 500,000 333,000 333,000 1,166,000
City Hall Expansion Certificate of Participation (COP) 2,050,000 2,050,000
Library County Library Funds 421,000 553,000 974,000
Library Library Prop 14 13,700,000 13,700,000
Police Facility Certificate of Participation (COP) 6,300,000 6,300,000
Police Facility Library Land Sale 1,700,000 1,700,000
Trunk Line Revenue Bonds 8,000,000 8,000,000
Underground Monterey Utilities Rule 20A Funds 10,000 940,000 950,000
101/Tennant Interchange STIP Grant 4,150,000 4,150,000

TOTAL

8,431,000 24,563,000

7,543,000 3,093,000

334,000 43,964,000






